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ALABAMA — D.H. Barrow, International Paper 
Co.; Ernest S. Strong, Alabama Power Co. 


ARIZONA — Jack Gardner, Hughes Aircraft Co. 


CALIFORNIA — Ernest T. Aldrich, Weber Show- 
case & Fixture Co., Inc.; John W. Atwood, 
Hoffman Laboratories, Inc.; Arthur K. Beck- 
ley, Cutter Laboratories; E.E. Binger, Solar 
Aircraft Co.; B.M. Carlson, Masonite Corp.; 
H.F. Carr, Pacific Gas & Electric Co.; 
Lucien L. Escallier, Plomb Tool Co.; Ivan J. 
Hansen, Essick Mfg. Co.; A.W. Hinz, Harvey 
Machine Co., Inc.; J. L. Hobel, Rohr Aircraft 
Corp.; Philip J. Lynn, Vard, Inc.; ; Vance R. 
Nabors, Ducommun Metals & Supply Co.; C.G. 
Norton, Pacific Valves, Inc.; L. S. Peck, 
McCulloch Motors Corp.; Art. C. Peterson, 
United States Steel Corp.; R. A. Pratt, Shell 
Development Co.; Joseph W. Shuster, Western 
Air Lines, Inc.; C. T. Spivey, United Scates 
Steel Corp.; R.B. Thompson, Monsanto Chemi- 
cal Co.; Alan R. Wagner, Lear, Inc.; Richard 
CG. Wells, California Prune & Apricot Growers 


COLORADO —- /.R. Cullinan, Mountain States 
Telephone & Telegraph Co. 


CONNECTICUT - Arnold OU. Freas, The Ea 
sign Bickford Co.; Alfred P. Hulme, The 
Cuno Engineering Corp.; W. P. Morin, Hat 
Corp. of America; John P. Sullivan, United 
= Corp.; Milton E. Yeoman, Rogers 

orp. 


DELAWARE -— A. S. Miller, E. Il. duPont de 
Nemours and Co., Inc. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA — A. MacGregor 
Ayer, Government Services, Inc.; Harold G 
Biermann, Capital Airlines, Inc. 


FLORIDA —- W.E. Culbreath, Jr., Pinellas Lum- 
ber Co. 


GEORGIA — Dwight Horton, Rich's Inc.; R. J 
Kelly, Rome Kraft Co.; J. C. Yow, Plantation 
Pipe Line Co. 


IDAHO —- Lee E. Knack, Morrison-Knudsen 
Co., Inc. 


ILLINOIS — Louis R. Becker, Ekco Products 
Co.; Richard A. Bromley, The Dow Chemical 
Co.; Arthur C. Eckerman, Pioneer Service & 
Engineering Co.; E. E. Garrison, Caterpillar 
Tractor Co.; C. L. Hokonson, Burgess-Norton 
Mfg. Co.; ea. Lightbody, Northern Illinois 
Gas Co.; V. Lee McMahon, Mississippi Lime 
Co.; Charles E. O’Hagan, The Imperial Brass 
Mfg. Co.; Frank J. Shamroe, E. H. Sargent & 
Co.; R. A. Young, Universal Oil Products 
Co. 


INDIANA — D. A. Countryman, National Homes 
Corp.; Clyde Ellis, Commercial Solvents 
Corp.; Harry A. Matelski, Wolf & Dessauer. 


OWA - J. O. Biggs, Meredith Publishing 
Co.; Francis R. Young, Amana Refrigera- 
tion, Inc. 


KENTUCKY — Martin L. Smith, American Air 
Filter Co., Inc. 


LOUISIANA - Edward F. O’Brien, American 
Cyanamid Co.; Clyde E. Stewart, Contr 
nental Oil Co. 


MAINE — Homer G. Sterling, Burnham & Morrill 
Co. 


MARYLAND - H.G. Rimbey, Rheem Mfg. Co. 


What Is The Personnel Policies Forum? 


The Editors of The Bureau of National Affairs have invited 
representative personnel and industrial relations executives to ranking executives. 
become members of the 1956 Panel of the PERSONNEL POLI- 
CIES FORUM. These panel members are top personnel officials 
in all types of companies, large and small, in all branches of 
industry and all sections of the country. 

At regular intervals throughout the year BNA editors ask the 
members of the Panel to outline their policies and procedures on 
some important aspect of employment, industrial relations, and 
personnel problems. From these replies, the editors complete a 
survey report on the problem, showing prevailing practices, new reports: 


Aicsliattos Relations Reporter——_Labor Policy and Practice——Daily Labor Report——Retail Labor Report——Service Industries Labor Report ___ 


The 1956 Panel 


MASSACHUSETTS - K. O. Barker, General 
Electric Co.; H. Clifford Bean, Wm. Filene 
Sons Co.; John A. Bigelow, National Com- 
pany, Inc.; Howard F, Burke, Wico Electric 
Co.; George R. =, = ton & Knowles 
Loom Works; H. oldsmith, C.B.S.-— 
Hytron; Loren rk 1g BB ny Wyman-Gordon 
Co.; J. A. Kysel, Lewis-Shepard Prod- 
ucts, Inc.; Harold E. Lane, Sheraton Corp. 
of America; John J. Murphy, Bird & Son, 
Inc.; Fred Saunders, General Tire & Rubbe: 
Co.; John E. Teagan, New England Power 
Service Corp. 


MICHIGAN — S. Angotti, Sutherland Paper Co.; 
William N. Barter, American Metal Products 
Co.; Arthur B. Fairbanks, ey 2 Kresge @.; 
W. L. Gray, Tyler Refrigeration Corp.; Cass 
V. Miller, Chrysler Corp.; Kalph R. Ranstad- 
ler, Michigan Tool Co.; — es A. Rogers, 


Detroit Gasket & Mfg. Robert Sasser, 
Lyon, Inc.; Thomas + Scitler Argus Came- 
ras, Inc. 


MINNESOTA — Franklyn W. Bair, Minnesota 
Power & Light Co. 


MISSISSIPPI — Thomas J. Reed, Johns-Manville 
roducts Corp.; C. F. Sizer, Knox Glass, 
Inc.; John P. Crane, Rexall Drug Co.; Leslie 
Heaton, Lincoln Engineering Co.; Marc C. 
Moore, Joy Mfg. Co.; V. E. Semon, Universal 
Match Corp. 


MONTANA — Joseph T. Roy, American Smelt- 
ing & Refining Co. 


NEW JERSEY — R. T. Abrams, N.J. Natural 
Gas Co.; John Byrne, Schering Corp.; J. L. 
Carney, U.S. Metals Refining Co.; ames A. 
Castner, Standard Packaging Corp.; Richard 
F. Cazin, John A. Roe ling’ s ons Corp.; 
George A. Franklin, Automatic Switch Co.; 
George F. Lynn, New York Shipbuilding 
Corp.; Austen B. McGregor, Merck & Co., 
Inc.; Robert B. Wood, R. M. Hollingshead 
Corp. 


NEW YORK — P. A. Ahlstrom, Automatic Voting 
Machine Corp.; Winslow Ames, Reeves In- 
strument Corp.; ey V. Anderson, Mergen- 
thaler Linotype Co illiam B. Bartholomew, 
Ingersoll-Rand Co.; R. T. Bartlett, Fairchild 
Engine & Airplane Corp.; M. E. Berthiaume, 
Cluett, Peabody & Co., Inc.; George Bullen, 
Sperry Rand Corp.; L. D. Carner, Lockport 
Felt Co.; Thomas R. Costello, Rockwood & 
Co.; E. B. Crawford, Auburn Button Works, 
Inc.; C. A. Ferraro, Houdaille Industries, 
Inc.; A. M. Grean, Jr., Ward Baking Co.; 
W. H. Hargreaves, Underwood Co Frank 
A. Higgins, Ford Instrument Co.; "Robert S 5 

Hog aitaad,, Pan American World Airways hel 

tem; J. Stewart Hope, Ithaca Gun Co.; Fred 

D. Hunter, American Brake Shoe Co.; & E. 

Kleinhans, _ Todd Co., Inc.; Harvey Kram, 

Leviton Mfg. Co., Inc.; P. D. LeFevre, New 

York Telephone Co.; J. T. Odell, Acme Elec- 

tric Corp.; George W. Schmied, Air Reduction 

Co., Inc.; J. J. Sheeran, Hewitt-Robins, Inc.; 

Leslie M. Slote, Norden-Ketay Corp.; D. P. 

Sturges, Cities Service Co.; Carl M. Went- 

worth, The Dromedary Co.; EF. A. Willis, Im- 

perial Paper & Color Corp.; Sidney M. Zneimer, 

NammrLoeser’s-Iac. 


NORTH CAROLINA — Pete S. Lea, United Fur- 
niture Corp.; C. A. McKeel, Vick Chemical 
Co.; ¥. S. Petree, Melrose Hosiery Mills, Inc. 


OHIO — H. O. Anderson, The National Acme 
R. Brice, The Black-Clawson Co.; 

William Champion, American Greetings Corp.; 

Phil Harrity, Seandard-Thomson  Corp.; 

William E. care, The Ohio Fuel Gas Co.; 


wrinkles and ideas, and cross-section opinion from these top- 


In many cases, the comments, suggestions, and discussions 
are reproduced in the words of the Panel members themselves. 
In effect, survey users are sitting around a table with these 
executives and getting their advice and experience on the major 
problems in this field facing all companies this year. 

Results of each PERSONNEL POLICIES FORUM survey 
made during 1956 are printed in a special survey report which 
is sent, as part of the service, to users of these BNA labor 








OHIO — Continued 


Burton Keim, Kelsey-Hayes Wheel Co.; Frank 
W. Keith, The Toledo Edison Co.; Don B. 
Kirkbride, The C. A. Olsen Mfg. Co.; W. CG. 
Lore, Superior Coach Corp.; H. Louth, Ohio 
Crankshaft Co.; Karyl V. Lynn, Pies Dairypak 
Inc.; Robert J. McDade, The Crystal Tissue 
Co.; Harold J. McMahon, The Lamson & 
Sessions Co.; Henry P. Meywes, The Cleve- 
land Hard ware & Forging Co.; Frank O'Malley, 
The Leece-Neville Co.; E. H. Peters, Rock- 
well Register Corp.; R. F. Schroeder, The 
Ideal Electric & Mfg. Co.; Fred Shemenske, 
Chase Brass & Copper Co.; R. M. Shuster, 
The Lamb Electric Co.; Earl P. Smith, The 
Cleveland Pneumatic Tool Co.; Grant EF. 
Spong, The General Fireproofing Co.; D. C. 
Valentine, Hinde & Dauch Paper Co.; C. E. 
Vogel, The Hoover Co. 


OREGON - JW. W. Collis, Fir-Tex Insulating 


Board, Inc.; A. L. Stiner, Edward Hines Lum- 
ber Co.; Martin L. Sullivan, Columbia River 
Paper Co. 


PENNSYLVANIA — Leonard E. Bason, The 


Magee Carpet Co.; E. G. Cartwright, General 
American Transportation Corp.; Phillip R. 
Greene, H. J. Heinz Co.; J. Louis Irwin, 
Lukens Steel Co.; Harry E. Jones, Jr., Rock- 
well = & Axle Co.; Paul J. Kases, Sperry 
Rand Corp.; Robert A. Lambert, Wise Potato 
Chip Co.; "Robert J. Malm, James Lees & 
Sons Co.; R. L. Ostrander, Allegheny Ludlum 
Steel Corp.; D. D. Peck, Frank H. Fleer 
Corp.; Sherman Richardson, Oliver Iron & 
Steel Corp.; L. Lawrence Schultz, The Levin- 
son Steel Co.; J. S. Schwartz, Food Fair 
Stores, Inc.; John H. Stahl, Aluminum Co. of 
America. 


RHODE ISLAND — Winifred Doherty, The Cres- 


cent Co., Inc.; Russell H. White, Corning 
Glass Works. 


SOUTH CAROLINA — William B. Byers, Rock 


Hill Printing & Finishing Co.; W. H. Carr, 
Spartan Mills. 


be ay ae i - James L. Clarke, Jr.; Miller’s 
In 


en C. Dahl, Cramet, Inc.; P. D. Ragon, 
Tasco Products & Chemical Corp. 


TEXAS -—R. Ht. Celfee, William Cameron & Co., 
Wholesale; L.J. Hallmark, Shell Oil Co.; F.M. 
Keith, Dallas Power & Light Co.; John D. 
Mitchell, Collins Radio Co.; H. C. Reiniger, 
American Oil Co.; Peter J. Wacks, Chance 
Vought Aircraft, Inc. 


UTAH — W. G. Rouillard, American Smelting & 
Refining Co. 


WASHINGTON — Harvey A. Johnston, The Bon 
Marche; W. E. Quirk, Pacific Telephone & 
Telegraph Co. 


WEST VIRGINIA — /. E. Lewark, Rolland Glass 
Co. 


WISCONSIN — T. G. Bloss, Ohio Chemical & 
Surgical Equipment Co. 


a= ay Ie = hemtid A. Brown, The Frontier Re- 
fining C 
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MERIT RATING OF RANK-AND- FILE EMPLOYEES 
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INTRODUCTION 


This is the sixth and last survey conducted among executives serving on the 1956 
Panel of BNA’s Personnel Policies Forum. The study is based on replies from Panel 
members representing 140 companies. 





To all members of the 1956 Panel, the Bureau of National Affairs wishes to express 
its appreciation for the cooperation they have extended during this series of surveys. From 
the many comments we have received and the widespread recognition given to the different 
survey reports as they have appeared, we are convinced that the Personnel Policies Forum 
has made a significant contribution to the profession of personnel administration. 





BNA is also pleased to announce that these surveys will be continued throughout 1957. 
A completely new Panel for 1957, composed of 208 personnel and industrial relations execu- 
tives from all sections of the country, will be announced in the near future. 


SUMMARY 


Formal merit rating of at least some rank-and-file employees (other than probationers) 


is carried on by over two fifths of companies. Merit rating on an informal basis is conducted 
by many of the remaining firms. 


Most formal merit rating is done on an annual or semi-annual basis; in almost all 
cases, a special rating form is used for this purpose. Most commonly, the form involves 


some type of rating scale; discussion-type reports are also used to a considerable extent, 
often in conjunction with a rating scale. 


Rating is usually done by the employee’s immediate supervisor and then reviewed 
by a group which includes a personnel department representative. Almost invariably the 
review is then discussed with the employee by his supervisor. 


Union contracts for the most part do not touch upon the subject of merit rating. Ina 


majority of unionized firms with formal rating programs, though, a rating can be protested 
through the grievance procedure. 


Primary objectives of merit rating are to improve job performance and to determine 
wage increases and promotions. Most Panel members agree, in light of these and other aims 
of formal rating, that such rating is worth while. A number of executives, however, voice a 


variety of objections to formal merit rating; their chief complaint is that formal merit rating 
is unworkable when there is a union in the picture. 


The second half of this survey consists of samples of the merit rating forms used by 
the participating firms. 


1 
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(In the more detailed discussion which follows, ‘‘smaller’’ company refers to a firm 
with 1,000 or fewer employees, while ‘‘larger’’ company refers to one with over 1,000 
employees.) 


EXTENT OF MERIT RATING 


Over two fifths of the companies--larger and smaller--participating in the Forum carry 
on formal merit rating programs covering at least some of their rank-and-file employees. 
This proportion excludes a couple of firms which apply merit rating solely to probationary 
employees; however, it includes at least two larger companies which have formal merit rating 
programs at individual plants but not on a company-wide basis. Informal merit rating pro- 
cedures are carried on by a number of firms which lack formal merit-rating plans for rank- 
and-file employees. 


Among companies which conduct formal rating of nonsupervisory employees, the larger 
firms seem inclined to give greater attention to the office group, while smaller companies 


apply merit rating equally to office and factory groups. The breakdown for these two groups 
is shown in the following table: 





(Percent of Companies Applying Formal 
Merit Rating to Rank-and-File Employees) 








Group Covered Larger Companies Smaller Companies 
office and factory 50 percent (a) 65 percent (b) 
office only 41 percent 17 percent 
factory only 9 percent (c) 17 percent (c) 





(a) In two instances, only for some office employees; in another two instances, 
only for some factory employees; and in one company, only for some employ- 
ees in both groups. 

(b) In one instance, only for some office and some factory employees. 

(c) In one instance, only for some factory employees. 


Included in the above tabulation are a couple of companies which also rate laboratory 
personnel, one firm which rates outside salesmen, one that rates service help, and another 


which applies merit rating to inside sales employees, warehousemen, service employees, and 
the like. 


- 


Employees Excluded From Merit Rating 





A number of firms with merit rating programs exclude certain groups of regular rank- 
and-file employees from such rating. These groups include the following: employees repre- 
sented by unions (four companies); employees at the top of their classifications (two compan- 
ies); employees covered by automatic wage or salary structures (two companies); incentive 
workers; salaried exempt employees; and salaried nonexempt employees. 


Span of Merit Rating Plans 





In companies which apply formal merit rating to rank-and-file employees, only one 
category (for example, either office employees or factory employees) is so rated in about a 
third of the larger and-a half of the smaller firms. Among the remaining companies with 
formal merit rating programs, larger firms tend (by a two-to-one margin) to blanket all cate- 
gories of rated employees under a single plan; in smaller concerns, about as many have plans 
applying to all groups as have individual plans for each employee category. 


Frequency of Ratings 





Formal merit ratings in the majority of cases are given either annually or semi- 
annually. The table below lists the freq:ency with which such ratings are given; note that 














EXTENT OF MERIT RATING 





different time intervals are used in some companies for office as compared with factory 
employees. 





(Percent of Companies Applying Formal 
Merit Rating to Rank-and-File Employees) 








Frequency Larger Companies Smaller Companies 
Annually 44 percent 33 percent 
Semi- annually 41 percent 28 percent 
Semi-annually or annually =a 4 percent 
Every 4 months wae 4 percent 
Quarterly “oe 4 percent 
Monthly one 4 percent 
Varies: at department head’s discretion 3 percent oes 
Semi-annually for hourly, annually for 

salaried 6 percent 14 percent 
Quarterly for factory, semi-annually 

for office 3 percent 4 percent 
Every 4 months for factory, semi- 

annually for office <~e 4 percent 


Every 45 days for factory, quarterly 
for office 3 percent atic 





An argument against too-frequent merit reviews is advanced by one personnel executive 
in these terms: 


The practice that we have followed of rating our nonexempt production people 
every 12 weeks is too frequent. Eventually we would like to see this period 
lengthened. One of the disadvantages that we have found of reviewing these people 
so often is that if an employee is at the top of his rate, the supervisor is not inter- 
ested in making any recommendation for an increase; if the employee is merely 
performing a set job and still no increase recommendation will be made, the super- 
visor is apt to feel that he would just as soon not take the time-~-he may feel, waste 
the time--to review the employee. Because of policy, he will review the employee; 
however, it will be a very brusque review that will create an unfavorable attitude on 


the part of the employee.--Alan R. Wagner, Personnel Director, PacAero Engineer- 
ing Corp., Santa Monica, Calif. 


Use of Rating Forms 





Some 95 percent of the companies which apply formal merit rating to at least some of 
their employees make use of a special rating form. Most of these forms are printed (typeset 
or varityped), but a number are mimeographed. A representative group of these forms are 
reproduced in the final section of this survey. 


TECHNIQUES USED IN MERIT RATING 


Factors Considered and Weighting 





While merit rating forms show a great deal of variety, a number of factors appear so 
frequently on different forms that they may almost be considered ‘‘standard.’’ Included in 
this category are such factors as quality of work, quantity of work, job knowledge, adaptability, 
dependability, initiative, cooperation, safety, attendance, and punctuality. Other factors some- 
times included for purposes of assaying supervisory potential are leadership, judgment, 
organizational ability, and cost consciousness. 


The merit rating forms which make up the final section of this survey indicate the factors 
which are most commonly considered. In some companies the factors are given equal weight- 
ing; in many, certain factors count more than others. Below are a number of weighting 
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systems used by firms participating in the Forum; they suggest the variety of practices in 





this field: 
A) Quality - 6 
Quantity - 6 For production employees at R.M. Hollingshead 


B) 


C) 


D) 


E) 


F) 


Dependability - 5 
Work habits - 4 
Safety - 4 


Corp., Camden, N.J. 





Factory employees 
Quality of work - 25 
Quantity of work - 20 
Job knowledge - 20 
Adaptability - 15 
Dependability - 10 
Job attitude - 10 





Clerical employees 
Quality of work - 26 
Quantity of work - 26 
Knowledge of work - 18 
Initiative - 13 
Cooperation - 13 
Planning & organizing - 13 
Cost consciousness - 13 
Personality - 8 





National Company, 
Malden, Mass. 





Quality - 23 
Quantity - 2 
Job knowledge - 2 
Adaptability - 13 
Dependability - 1 
Attitude - 1 


——e ee ee ee 


For factory employees at Automatic Switch 
Co., Orange, N.J. 





Office & Factory 
Quantity - 30 
Quality - 30 
Adaptability - 15 
Cooperation - 15 
Reliability - 10 





Technical & Engineering ) 

Ingenuity - 20 ) 

Job knowledge - 20 ) 
Quantity & quality - 20 ) Norden-Ketay Corp., 

) 

) 

) 





Adaptability - 15 Stanford, Conn. 
Judgment - 15 
Cooperation - 10 





Productivity - 240 ) 
Quality of work - 160 _ ) 
Dependability - 36 ) 
Social adjustment - 36 ) 
Personal attributes - 36) 
Attendance - 36 ) 


For office employees at Hat Corporation of 
America, South Norwalk, Conn. 





Job knowledge - 20 
Quality of work - 20 
Quantity of work - 20 
Initiative - 10 
Dependability - 10 
Cooperation - 5 


Attendance - formerly 15; no longer rated, 
except to disqualify for merit increase. 


Brass & Copper Co., Inc., 


) 
) 
For office employees at Chase 
Cleveland, Ohio 

) 
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G) Skill - 20 
Speed - 15 
Versatility - 15 
Mistakes - 10 
Reliability - 10 
Organizational ability - 10 
Alertness - 5 
Safety - 5 
Confor nity - 5 
Promotion - 5 


For office and factory employees at a 
larger eastern company. 





H) Ability - 1/3 











Production - 1/3 ) For factory employees at Pacific Valves, Inc., 
Conduct - 1/3 ) Long Beach, Calif. 

I) Factory employees Office employees ) 
Quality - 30 Job knowledge - 50 ) 
Quantity - 30 Initiative - 15 ) Ingersoll-Rand Co., 
Cooperation - 20 Dependability - 15 ) Painted Post, N.Y. 
Ability - 20 Judgment - 10 ) 

Five other factors - 20 ) 





A few companies apply lower as well as upper limits to the weighting of specific factors; 
for example, a smaller midwestern firm merit-rates within the following ranges: 





Quality of work - from 9 to 25 
Quantity of work - from 7 to 20 
Adaptability - from 4 to 14 

Job knowledge - from 5 to 14 
Attendance - from 2 to 10 
Dependability - from 2 to 9 
Attitude - from 1 to 8 





Another variation in weighting procedure is exemplified by a couple of firms whose 
merit rating factors range from a plus to a minus point value. 


Methods of Rating 





The majority of companies carry on merit rating of rank-and-file employees by means 
of rating scales relating to the selected factors. A number of other firms have raters fill out 
discussion-type reports, while almost as many companies use a combination of rating scales 
and discussion-type forms. Only a couple of firms report the use of ranking (comparing em- 
ployees on the basis of selected factors or overall performance) or checklists (a series of 
questions designed to elicit a picture of the employee being rated). A few firms tailor their 
own rating systems, incorporating elements from some or all of the devices described above. 

The following table summarizes the devices used by larger and smaller firms in carry- 
ing on formal merit rating of rank-and-file employees: 





(Percent of Companies Applying Formal 
Merit Rating to Rank-and- File Employees) 
Larger Companies Smaller Companies 





Rating scale 52 percent 59 percent 
Discussion-type report 23 percent (a) 18 percent (b) 
Rating scale plus discussion-type report 19 percent 14 percent 
Ranking 3 percent 5 percent 
Checklist 3 percent —_— 
Combination checklist (forced choice), rating scale, 

and discussion-type report see 5 percent 








(a) In three instances, merit rating is formal but no form is used. 
(b) In one instance, merit rating is formal but no form is used. 
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Examples of most of these rating devices are reproduced in the latter portions of this 
survey. As for those few companies which conduct what they describe as formal merit rating 
without the use of rating forms, the following comment is illustrative: 


Twice annually the performance of all salaried employees is carefully reviewed 
by supervision, management, and Personnel. This provides for individual review 
by the supervisor, tempering reviews by others, counselling and adherence to a 
realistic policy on salaries ..... We have had good experience with our program 
without feeling the need for such formal tools as merit review forms. Our positions 
are well defined, and allowable amounts of increase are clearly set forth.--Industrial 
relations director, larger eastern company. 


At least one larger firm uses rating forms for office employees but not for its factory 
group. 


Employees on office pay rolls are merit-rated using a regular merit rating 
scale with point ratings. Dayworkers in shop and foundry are merit-rated througn 
a discussion by immediate supervisors and the division superintendent.--George R. 
Davis, Industrial Relations Director, Crompton & Knowles Corp., Worcester, Mass. 


Who Does the Rating 





An employee’s merit rating is conducted by his immediate supervisor (usually a foreman 
in the case of factory workers) in two out of three larger firms and seven out of eight smaller 
ones. In a few instances a supervisor at a higher level does the rating. 


In an appreciable number of larger firms, employees are appraised by teams comprising 
two or three levels of supervision. One somewhat unusual practice involves rating by two 
lower levels of supervision plus a company consultant. 


The following table shows the percentages of larger and smaller firms using various 
rating combinations. (Note that a few firms handle the situation differently for different em- 
ployee groups.) 





(Percent of Companies Applying Formal 
Merit Rating to Rank-and-File Employees) 








Rater(s) Larger Companies Smaller Companies 
Immediate supervisor or foreman 65 percent 87 percent 
Department head 3 percent 9 percent * 
General supervisor 3 percent — 
Immediate supervisor plus department " 

head 9 percent an 
Immediate supervisor plus general 

supervisor 3 percent ae 
Department head and assistants for office 

employees, foreman and group 

leaders for factory workers i 4 percent 
Supervisor for selling employees, service 

manager and buyers for nonselling 

employees 3 percent o— 
Foreman and superior and department 

head 3 percent — 
Foreman and superintendent and plant 

manager 3 percent ieee 
Department head and controller and 

personnel manager 3 percent naan 
Three immediate superiors 3 percent —e 
Group comprising two levels of immediate 

supervision, plus a trained coordinator 3 percent leita 





(* 





In one instance, department head together with his assistants.) 
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Who Reviews the Ratings ? 





Rank-and-file merit ratings, once initially made, are given a further review in all but 
one of the larger and two of the smaller firms which conduct such ratings. (In the case of this 


larger company, the original rating is determined by two levels of management plus the 
personnel manager.) 


In about two thirds of companies, the personnel-industrial relations (P-IR) department 
plays a part in reviewing merit ratings; in most of these instances, P-IR is assisted by a 
member of line supervision--for instance, department head, superintendent, or plant manager. 


In some cases, two of these supervisors confer with the P-IR department in conducting the 
reviews. 


In the remaining third of firms, rating reviews in most instances are conducted by a 
single higher-up, generally the department head or plant superintendent. 


In a couple of firms, Panel members report that rating reviews are carried as high as 
the vice president or president. 


Methods Used to Instruct Raters 





The majority of companies which cary on formal merit rating conduct special group 
meetings to brief raters; only a limited number instruct raters by individual face-to-face 
counselling. In some instances, briefing of raters is limited to the instructions contained on 
the rating form itself or in a memorandum accompanying the form; a few Panel members 
mention that instructions for raters are included in the company manual. 


Among firms which instruct raters at group meetings, devices used include tape record- 
ings, role playing, demonstrations, case histories, and conferences. 


Securing Consistency Among Raters 





Panel members describe a number of procedures which are followed in an effort to 
assure consistency on the part of each rater. These procedures include: comparing current 
with previous ratings of employees; checking against objective records on production, 
attendance, and the like; making a statistical review of ratings within each department (one 
firm adds a forced rating factor to its merit rating form); and holding a review of ratings by 
plant manager and personnel director, then reconvening with each department head if this is 


indicated. In one smaller firm, raters themselves may use previous ratings as a reference 
guide. 


In another smaller company, an executive explains in the following terms how rating 
consistency is sought: ; 


We try to impress raters with the fact that when rating their people, 
they are at the same time rating themselves.--L. D. Carner, Secretary, 
Lockport Felt Co., Newfane, N. Y. 


Some of the procedures mentioned above are also used to achieve consistency from rater 
to rater. Thus, an over-all review group (usually the personnel department) will analyze 
the ratings on a plant-wide basis and investigate any which look out of line; in so doing, the 
reviewers will take into account the personality of individual raters. Unusually high or low 
ratings may have to be justified in writing. in at least one firm (cited earlier), a management 
representative actually attends group rating sessions and acts as coordinator. 


Follow-Up on Merit Reviews 





Merit ratings are subsequently discussed with the employees in all but one larger and 
one smaller firm represented in the Forum (and in the latter company, supervisors are being 
trained for such discussions). A number of executives, however, specify that such follow-ups 
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are made only under certain conditions--for example, where the rating is adverse or where 
it appears that the discussion will help. 


Representative of the thinking of many personnel-industrial relations executives in this 
area is a remark by the personnel manager in a larger southern company, who says: ‘‘Any 
merit rating or progress report not discussed with the employee is useless.’’ 


In almost all firms, these follow-up interviews are conducted by the employee’s 
immediate supervisor, although in a few companies they may be held by the next higher level 
of supervision or by the personnel manager. In a couple of larger firms and one smaller 
one, however, the discussions are carried on by a three-man committee--for instance, 


immediate supervisor plus controller plus personnel manager, or immediate supervisor plus 
plant superintendent plus personnel manager. 


UNION CONTRACTS AND MERIT RATING 


The majority of contracts covering unionized employees do not touch at all upon the 
subject of merit rating, Forum members report. Only in contracts applying to some 30 


percent of larger and 45 percent of smaller unionized companies is any reference made to 
rating. 


Contractual references vary from brief mention to explicit spelled-out procedures. 
Some contracts provide for regular periodic merit reviews and stipulated merit increases. 
Other contracts merely refer to the fact that employees will be rated; one such contract is 
supplemented by a detailed agreement on rating procedure. 


In at least one larger firm (Alabama Power Company, Birmingham) whose union con- 
tract makes no direct reference to merit rating, the company and the union have agreed that 
unsatisfactory progress reports will be discussed with employees; if a reprimand report is 
made, a copy is given to the employee. 


Protesting Ratings Through Grievance Procedure 





Merit ratings of unionized employees can be protested through the grievance procedure 
in about one half of larger firms and two thirds of smaller ones which have formal merit 


rating procedures. (In one larger firm, the union can grieve only when the merit rating is 
directly related to a promotion.) 


Frotests of ratings can be taken to arbitration in only about 50 percent of firms which 
allow such protests to be taken up through the grievance machinery. 


OBJECTIVES OF MERIT RATING 


Panel members were asked to list what they consider to be the primary and secondary 
objectives of their merit rating programs. Their replies indicate that the foremost aim is 
to improve employees’ job performance; the ratings also play an important part in determin- 
ing wage increases and promotions, according to a considerable number of executives. 


Secondary objectives of merit rating include improvement of supervisory techniques 
and appraisals, bettering communications with employees and employee morale, determining 
fitness for continued employment, facilitating transfers, evaluating management potential, 
and bolstering management’s case should grievances arise. One executive notes that his 
company seeks through merit rating to develop employees in line with their interests. 


The table below shows percentages of larger and smaller firms with formal merit rating 
which aim at these various objectives through such rating. (Percentages total more than 100 
as most respondents gave more than one objective, even in the case of primary objectives): 
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OBJECTIVES OF MERIT RATING 














Objective 


Improve job performance 

Determine wage increases 

Determine promotions 

Let employee know how 
he’s doing 

Determine fitness for con- 
tinued employment 

Guide supervisors in sys- 
tematic appraisal 

Improve supervisory 
techniques 

Determine transfers 

Improve employee morale 

Appraise management 
potential 

Support grievance cases 

Develop employees in line 
with their interests 


Primary Objectives 





Secondary Objectives 





(Percent of Companies Applying Formal Merit-Rating) 





Larger Smaller Larger Smaller 
Companies Companies Companies Companies 
50 percent 57 percent 35 percent 17 percent 
29 percent 35 percent 15 percent 48 percent 
32 percent 9 percent 21 percent 35 percent 
12 percent 13 percent 24 percent 4 percent 

9 percent 4 percent 15 percent 9 percent 
12 percent aon 3 percent 13 percent 

3 percent ore 9 percent 13 percent 

6 percent 4 percent 6 percent 9 percent 

6 percent 4 percent 6 percent 4 percent 

9 percent oan 9 percent aries 

ii +o 6 percent 9 percent 

3 percent oa 3 percent ates 





Typical statements of Panel members on the aims 
these: 


of rank-and-file merit rating are 


We aim to correct weaknesses in employee performance; to eliminate 


raises based on general impressions of worth, by substituting a factual approach; 


to eliminate favoritism; and to encourage uniformity of appraisal.--George A. 


Franklin, Personnel Director, Automatic Switch Co., Orange, N. J. 


* 


k 


Our objective is to give the company an idea and the employee a clear-cut 
statement on his job performance, and what it means translated into salary and 


future promotion possibilities.--Donald D. Peck, Asst. Works Manager & Personnel 


Manager, Frank H. Fleer Corp., Philadelphia, Pa. 
* * * 


Ratings are intended to serve as a basis for wage increases among factory 
employees, and for salary increases and promotions among office employees. 
They are also designed to support disciplinary action when necessary.--W. L. 
Gray, Industrial Relations Director, Tyler Refrigeration Corp., Niles, Mich. 


IS FORMAL MERIT RATING WORTH WHILE ? 


Principal Benefits 











In general, benefits which Panel members attribute to formal merit rating coincide with 
the objectives summarized in the preceding section--namely, improved job performance, 

better communications between employees and management, and the like. The remarks below 
by personnel executives further illustrate these benefits: 
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I feel that the greatest benefit that can be gained by a company from merit 
rating is the employee’s understanding of his supervisor’s opinion of his progress 
and what a supervisor places emphasis on. This can be accomplished through 
group discussion, and merit rating is a desirable assist to the supervisor.-- 
Thomas H. Spitler, Industrial Relations Director, Argus Cameras, Inc., Ann Arbor, 
Mich. 
* * x 

Merit rating forces the line of communication to be opened at regular inter- 
vals. The employee can ask questions, the supervisor can criticize. We feel 
that through effective interviewing and use of the rating form, management is 
able to build a spirit of cooperativeness and enthusiasm within the work force.-- 
Alan R. Wagner, Personnel Director, PacAero Engineering Corp., Santa Monica, 
Calif. 


Attitudes of Firms Without Formal Rating 





The majority of firms (as noted earlier) do not carry on formal merit rating of rank- 
and-file employees. Nevertheless, personnel executives in some three fifths of these firms 
believe that formal merit rating is desirable. 


Among the remaining two fifths, a sizable number of executives state that formal merit 
rating is either unworkable or undesirable because employees are unionized. This viewpoint 
is seen in the following remarks: 


The directors of this company are not convinced that such rating can be success- 
fully administered in the face of the comparatively rigid seniority system contained 
in our labor contracts. These seniority provisions would probably defeat the pur- 
pose of a rating system and lead to further demands by the union for ‘‘protection’’ 
against ‘‘arbitrary judgments’’ of the company.--I. E. Lewark, Industrial Relations 
Director, Rolland Glass Co., Clarksburg, W. Va. 


Other Objections to Formal Merit Rating 





While union opposition is the most common basis for objections to formal merit rating 
plans, a number of other factors are also cited as limiting the effectiveness of formal merit 
rating. These include the existence of single rates or incentive rates, problems of training 
raters, and records-~-for instance, of production--which are deemed adequate for rating pur- 
poses. The comments below illustrate these and similar arguments: 


The vast majority of our factory employees are on an incentive basis and we 
have a single rate for all jobs, with ample opportunity for the rewarding of meri- 
torious performance through additional incentive earnings.--Alfred P. Hulme, 
Personnel Manager, Cuno Engineering Corp., Meriden, Conn. 

* * * 

We used to rate all employees at one time but found it cumbersome and of little 
value. We keep other records such as earnings, scrap, attendance, and education.-- 
H. O, Anderson, Personnel Manager, The National Acme Co., Cleveland, Ohio. 

* * * 

A broad checklist covering job attitude and performance elements intelligently 
used is a useful tool in improving an employee’s morale and job performance. 
However, we believe formal merit rating for rank-and-file employees is unneces- 
sary with adequate supervision. Such rating tends to over-analyze the employee by 
a system, method, or formula which neither he nor the rater fully understands or 
which they regard as arbitrary. In too many cases this produces a harmful rather 
than a constructive result.--A. S. Miller, Manager, Manufacturing Labor Relations, 
Textile Fibers Dept., E. I. Du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc., Wilmington, Del. 


Following are representative forms used in merit rating of rank-and-file employees. 
In most cases, only the front of the form has been reproduced; the reverse side in most in- 
stances asks the rater for an over-all appraisal plus recommendations for action and general 
comments on the employee’s progress and promotability. 







oe 
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EMPLOYE RATING REPORT 

















TOTAL 
NAME_. _NO POINTS GROUP 
DEPT OCCUPATION CLASS 
RATED BY DATE APPROVED BY DATE 


accurac 





INSTRUCTIONS—Read Carefully 


Each employe’s ability and fitness in his PRESENT occupation or for promotion may be appraised with a reasonable degree of 


and uniformity, through this rating report. The rating requires the appraisal of an employe in terms of his ACTUAL 


PERFORMANCE. It is essential, therefore, that snap judgment be replaced by careful analysis. Please follow these instructions 


carefully: 


1. Use your own independent judgment. 


2. Disregard your general impression of the employe and con- 


centrate on one factor at a time. 


3. Study carefully the definitions given for each factor and 


the specifications for each degree. 


4. When rating an employe, call to mind instances that are 
typical of his work and way of acting. Do not be influenced 


by UNUSUAL CASES which are not typical. 


5. Make your rating with the utmost care and thought; be 
sure that it represents a fair and square opinion. 
NOT ALLOW PERSONAL FEELINGS TO GOVERN 


YOUR RATING. 


DO 


6. After you have rated the employe on all six factors, write 


under the heading “General Comments” on the back, any 


additional information about the employe which you feel 


Repeat for each factor. 


has not been covered by the rating report, but which is 
essential to a fair appraisal. 


7. Read all four specifications for Factor No. 1. After you 
have determined which specification most nearly fits the 
employe, place an X in the small square over it. If the 
specification adequately fits the employe, place an X in the 
left square. If he does not quite measure up to the speci- 
fication but is definitely better than the specification for 
the next lower degree, place an X in the right square. 





FACTOR 





R-1 R-2 


R-3 R-4 


R-5S R-6 


R-7 R-8 





What Has Me Done? 





QUALITY OF WORK 


THIS FACTOR APPRAISES 
THE EMPLOYEE'S PERFORM- 
ANCE IN MEETING ESTAB- 
LISHED QUALITY STAND- 
ARDS. 


0 0 


DOES HE CONSISTENTLY 
DO AN EXCELLENT JOB? 
ARE REJECTS AND ER- 
RORS VERY RARE? 


O O 


DOES HE UBUALLY DOA 
GOOD JOB? DOES HE 
SELDOM MAKE ERRORS? 


O 0 


is HIS WORK USUALLY 
PASSABLE? MUST YOU 
SOMETIMES TELL Him TO 
DO A BETTER JOB? 


O O 


1S HE CARELESS? DOES 
HIS WORK ONLY GET By? 
DOES HE OFTEN MAKE 
MISTAKES? 





QUANTITY OF WORK 


2 THIS FACTOR APPRAISES 
THE EMPLOYE'S OUTPUT OF 
SATISFACTORY WORK. 


O O 


is Hie OUTPUT UNUSUAL. 
LY HIGH? IS HE EXCEP. 
TIONALLY FAST? 


OC O 


DOES HE USUALLY DO 
MORETHAN |8 EXPECTED? 
IS HE FAST? 


O O 


DOES HE TURN OUT THE 
REQUIRED AMOUNT OF 
WORK BUT SELDOM 
MORE? 


O O 


is HE SLOW? I8 HIS 
OUTPUT FREQUENTLY 
BELOW THE REQUIRED 
AMOUNT? 





What Can He Do7 





ADAPTABILITY. 
THIS FACTOR APPRAISES 
THE EMPLOYE'S ABILITY TO 
MEET CHANGED CONDITIONS 
AND THE EASE WITH WHICH 
HE LEARNS NEW DUTIES. 


OC O 


DOES HE LEARN NEW 
DUTIES AND MEET 
CHANGED CONDITIONS 
VERY QUICKLY AND 
EASILY? 


O O 


CAN HE TURN FROM ONE 
TYPE OF ORK TO 
ANOTHER OR GRASP NEW 
IDEAS IF GIVEN A _ITTLE 
aa AND INSTRUCTION? 


TIONS WITH LITTLE DIF- 
FICULTY? 


0 O 


iS HE A ROUTINE WORK. 
ER? DOES HE REQUIRE 
DETAILED INSTRUCTION 
ON NEW DUTIES AND 
METHODS? 


O 0 


is HE SLOW TO LEARN. 
REQUIRING REPEATED IN. 
STRUCTIONS? DOES HE 
HAVE GREAT DIFFICULTY 
IN ADJUSTING HIMSELF 
TO NEW WORK? 





JQB_ KNOWLEDGE 


4 THIS FACTOR APPRAISES 
HOW WELL THE EMPLOYE 
KNOWS His Jos. 


O OC 


° 
1S HE AN EXPERT ON His 
JOB? DOES HE MAKE THE 
MOST OF HIS KNOWLEDGE 
AND EXPERIENCE? !8 HE 
A SELF-STARTER? 


O O 


is HE WELL INFORMED 


w 5 

ASSISTANCE AND _IN- 
STRUCTION BUT ASKING 
FOR THEM WHEN IT WILL 
SAVE TIME? 


O O 


DOES HE KNOW His JOB 
FAIRLY WELL? DOES HE 
REGULARLY REQUIRE 
SUPERVISION AND IN- 
STRUCTION? 


CO O 


S HIS KNOWLEDGE OF 


OR ABILITY TO IMPROVE 
HIMSELF? 





Can You Rely on Him? 





DEPENDABILITY 


THIS FACTOR APPRAISES 
YOUR CONFIDENCE IN THE 
EMPLOYE TO CARRY OUT 
ALL INSTRUCTIONS CON- 
SCIENTIOUSLY. 


O O 


WHEN YOU GIVE HIM A 
JOB TO DO, HAVE YOU 
THE UTMOST CONFIDENCE 


YOU WANT IT? 


CO O 


DOES HE FOLLOW IN- 
STRUCTIONS AND DO 
WHAT YOU EXPECT Him 
TO DO WITH LITTLE FOL- 
Low UP? 


O O 


DOES HE GENERALLY 
INSTRUCTIONS 

BUT OCCASIONALLY 

NEED FOLLOWING UP? 


O O 


DOES HE REQUIRE FRE- 
QUENT FOLLOW UP. EVEN 
ON ROUTINE DUTIES? 








ATTITUDE 

THIS FACTOR APPRAISES 
THE EMPLOYE'S OPEN- 
MINDEDNESS, AND HIS 
WILLINGNESS TO COOPER. 
ATE IN CARRYING OUT 
SAFETY AND OTHER COM- 
PANY POLICIES. 





O O 


1S HE AN EXCEPTIONALLY 
GOOD TEAM WORKER? 
DOES HE INVARIABLY GO 
OUT OF His WAY TO 
COOPERATE? i6 HE AL- 
WAYS READY TO TRY OUT 
NEW IDEAS? 





O O 


DOES HE MEET OTHERS 
HALF WAY AND GO OUT 
OF HIS WAY TO COOP. 
ERATE? 18 HE USUALLY 
READY TO TRY OUT NEW 
IDEAS? 





O O 


DOES HE USUALLY COOP. 


NEW IDEAS? 





O O 


DOES HE COOPERATE 
ONLY WHEN HE HAS TO? 
18 HE UNWILLING TO TRY 
OUT NEW IDEAS? DOES 
HE HAVE LITTLE INTER- 
EST IN His JOB? 


(OVER) 


Example 1 - Rating scale for office and plant employees, used at Lewis-Shepard Company, 
Watertown, Mass. The form itself contains explicit instructions to raters, who 


are asked to appraise employees on an eight-point scale for each of six factors. 
The reverse side of the form is shown on the next page. 
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GENERAL COMMENTS 


1. IN YOUR OPINION, IS THIS EMPLOYE PERFORMING THE TASK BEST SUITED TO HIS ABILITY? IF NOT, WHAT 
SORT OF WORK SHOULD HE BE DOING? 





Sere MR 











2. WHAT ESPECIALLY DESIRABLE GOOD TRAITS DOES HE HAVE? 














3. ALONG WHAT LINES DO YOU FEEL THAT HE NEEDS TO IMPROVE HIMSELF? 

















4. 1S HE DOING ANYTHING TO IMPROVE HIMSELF? 














5. WHAT IS HIS RECORD AND ATTITUDE AS TO SAFETY? 

















6. WRITE HERE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS, GOOD OR BAD, WHICH YOU FEEL HAVE NOT BEEN COVERED. 














Example 1 - Reverse of the Lewis-Shepard Company form shown on the preceding page. 
Purpose is to give raters a chance to describe aspects of the employee’s per- 
formance or traits not covered on the form, and to suggest lines of improvement. 





ET PRE es ce 


arene Me 
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LOCKPORT FELT COMPANY 


NAME 





DEPARTMENT 





Please judge this employee on the qualities listed below. 
into eleven spaces. Note that the lowest rating is not sub-div 
three degrees. Place a check (\/) in the s 


LOCATION 


PERSONAL RATING REPORT 


JOB TITLE 


AGG 





PLANT OR 
CFFICE 





Each line is a continuous scale from low to high, divided 
rided, whereas the higher ratings are divided into two or 
7 ‘ pace above the horizontal line (not on a dividing line) which most nearly ex- 
oes Xe judgment on each quality. If the employee performs no supervision, do not rate on SUPERVISORY 





Consider the em - 
co's work Soe t 
past year a 
Sahech Gv) whether 

as gone back, re- 











mained stationary or 
gone ahead in each of 
the qpalitice listed to 


The definitions covering the several qualifications and the consider. the left. 


convey as nearly the same meanirig to all concerned as possible. 
vidual within a jurisdiction, a complete understanding should be 


ations underlying them have been designed to 
However, if ratings are made by more than one indi- 


























reached between them as to the application of the ratin Has Goi 
scale. —— SUsmng Improved Change Back 
PERSONALITY. Consider the effect of | | ! ! | | 
= gene upon people, Be careful _ Creates Unfavorable Nothing Favorable Exceptionally 
not to ove ® D dissatisfaction impression outstanding impression pleasing personal- 
lity. Decided asset. 
Avery of gee ed Consider \ | | ; ' 
the volume of work produced under norma! ———— 
conditions. Disregard errors. Very slow Volume below Average Turns out Rapid worker. 
worker average. good volume. Unusually big 
producer. 
QUALITY OF WORK: Consider neatness 
and accuracy of work regardless of volume. ! | | | | | diately dined: tibiae 
Work almost Frequent ‘Normal Very tew Exceptionally 
worthless, errors. accuracy. errors, accurate, practi- 
cally no mistakes. 
capes A Condifer, maneet in — ' ‘ | | | | 
¢ stays on the job. Is he easily interrupt i 
or does he have power of concentration? _ Easily Requires About normal. | Steady worker. | Very industrious 
interrupted. considerable concen- and conscientious. 
supervision. tration. 
KNOWLEDGE: Consider acquaint- 
ance with requirements of job gained through l | | | | ! a 
experience; general education; specialized Inadequate Requires Fair Good training Exceptionally 
training. Knowledge or — bi ledge and experience Thorough 
oaching 


ABILITY TO LEARN NEW DUTIES: | | | , , 
Consider the speed with which he masters new 














; tions. sider Very slow to Requires _ Average Learns rapidly. | Requires practi- | =" == —_ 
py BE Py ~~ Me absorb. great deal of instruction _ Retains cally no teaching. 
Poor memory. instruction. required. instructions. Very quick to 
grasp new ideas. 
JUDGMENT AND COMMON SENSE: 
Does he think intelligently and make his l | | | | | 
decisions logically? Generally Inclined to Fair. Judgment Thinks quickly Ee ee ae 
mistaken. be illogical. usually logical. and logically. 
Outstanding. 
INITIATIVE & CREATIVENESS: Con- 
sider ability to think along original lines, to ! i J | | | 
handle assignments without detailed instruc- None. Rarely shows _ Shows Above average. [initiative resulting =" == 
tion or supervision and how often he makes any. initiative in frequent saving! 
suggestions for improvements. occasionally. in time or money. 
CO-OPERATION: Consider manner of | 
handling business relationships. : | | | | | 
Very poor Shows reluctance Acceptable. Gets along well | Goes out of the f= 
co-operation. to co-operate. i 


with associates. Jway to co-operate 


POTENTIALITY: Consider his possibilities \ 

for advancement. How near is he to the . i | L i | 

limit of his efficiency? Has stopped Near limit. Questionable. Promising Exceptionally 
growing. future. good possibilities. 





HEALTH: Consider its effect on his work | ; 
aside from attendance. | | | | 





Very poor; health} Health below Occasionally No noticeable Exceptionally a 
serious handicap. J normal; reflected affects work. handicap. goed health 
in work. Lots of energy. 


SUPERVISORY ABILITY OR LEADER- 
SHIP: Consider his ability to organize a ! | | | | | 




















group to get the maximum efficiency with- J) Lacks qualities Inadequate Nothing Effective Very forcefu oe aa Guam 
out friction. (Do not rate unless employee f necessary to suc- supervision. outstanding. organization. and efficient 
exercises supervision.) cessful leadership. 


dership. 


(NOTE: Please list here any physical handicaps such as poor eyesight, poor hearing, loss of limb, etc., which may 
unfavorably affect his work.) 








SIGNATURE ei a 





DATE 





(INDIVIDUAL MAKING RATING) 


REVIEWED 








Personnel Department 


5M-56 1-55 FORM 96-16 


Example 2 - Personal rating report applied to office and plant employees at Lockport Felt 
Company, Newfane, N.Y. This rating scale sets up 11 gradations within each 
of 11 factors (plus a twelfth factor of leadership if an employee has supervisory 


duties). Note that the rater is asked to compare an employee’s performance with 
his work the year before. 
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NAME 


CLASSIFICATION .... 


CONFIDENTIAL 


LOCATION . aac 


PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 


Cc 


routed 
concerned. 


ompleted reports should he 
only to Supervisors 
Initials 


Immediate Supervisor................ 


ANNUAL EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE RATING 





Supervisor 


L 
D 





ocal Manager 


ist. Superintendent ...... 


Dist. Manager or 


Dept. Head 


Div. Personnel Dept. (for file) 
————————f 








INSTRUCTIONS: For the employee’s present position, place a check above the one statement which most accurately describes his recent perform- 
ance. Each trait has five possible answers; raters must check only one of these answers for each trait listed. 












STABILITY OF TEMPERAMENT. Poise, self-control, ability to retain emotional balance. 








Exceptionally well-balanced. 
Retains composure under the 
most adverse conditions. 


Unstable and 
unpredictable. 


Maintains reasonable 
stability even under difficult 
circumstances. 


Stable under ordinary 
circumstances. 


Occasionally loses poise 
and self-control. 









to 


QUANTITY OF WORK. Volume of work based on recognized standards. 





Puts out average 
amount of work. 


Usually above 
normal output. 


Very poor output 
of work. 


Very productive. Far 
exceeds that expected. 


Usually somewhat below 
average production. 










INITIATIVE AND APPLICATION. Resourcefulness, independent thinking, attention and application to work. 





Inclined to take things 
easy. Requires occasional 
prodding. 


Exceptionally industrious, 
resourceful and 
attentive. 








Steady and 
willing worker. 


Fairly energetic. Goes 
ahead on own 
judgement. 


Wastes time, never looks 
for work. Needs constant 
supervision. 












KNOWLEDGE OF WORK. U 


Inderstanding of job duties and techniques, methods and procedures. 





| Inadequately informed. 
Needs constant instruction. 


Exceptional understanding 
of the job. 


Above average job 
knowledge. 


Fair knowledge, needs 
frequent instruction. 


acceptable performance. 


Sufficient knowledge for 









PERSONALITY. Effectiveness in meeting and dealing with other employees and/or the 





Readily accepted by 
others under most 
circumstances. 


Has some difficulty getting 
along with others. 


public. 





Always makes a_ 
favorable impression. 


Gets along fairly well 
under normal circumstances. 


Very frequently creates an 
unfavorable impression. 










QUALITY OF WORK. Accur 


acy and thoroughness, compa’ 


red to established standards of performance. 





Meets standards, 
moderately accurate 
and thorough. 


Occasionally below 
standard, needs 
some checking. 





Always maintains 
highest quality. 


Far below average, 
needs constant checking. 





Fairly accurate and 
thorough, little waste. 
















Uninterested. Poor team 
worker, only interested 
in pay day. 


ATTITUDE. Feelings about job and fellow workers. Conscientiousness. 





Fairly cooperative and 
interested. Works reasonably 
well with others. 


Good team worker, 
cooperates well. Fairly 
conscientious. 


Occasionally lacks interest 
and enthusiasm. 
Fair teamworker. 


Exceptionally cooperative 
and enthusiastic. 
Highly conscientious. 









ABILITY TO LEARN. Abilit 


y to grasp new ideas and procedures. 





Learns rapidly, grasps 
new ideas readily. 


Very slow to learn, 
seems unable to 
comprehend new ideas. 








Takes more time than 
normal to absorb 
instruction. 


Extremely quick and 
intelligent. Excellent 
comprehension. 


Learns reasonably well 
with moderate instruction. 










SAFETY HABITS. Carefulne 


ss with self and others. 


Is employee a safe worker? 





Occasionally fails to 
observe proper safety 
precautions. 


Usually careful. Little 
evidence of neglect. 















Very careless about own 
and others’ safety. 





Personal safety habits 
above reproach. 








Observes all safety rules. 
Usually alert to 








Suggests corrections. prevent accidents. 





If present job affords opportunity to demonstrate leadership, and/or requires planning and scheduling of work, rate the employee 
on the traits listed below. Otherwise, disregard them and complete the other side. 












LEADERSHIP. Ability to command respect and obtain results through teamwork. 





Has some leadership 
qualities, sometimes unable 
to get group support. 


Fairly good leader. 
Usually handles 
employees ably. 


Has respect of group, is 
an adequate leader. 





Unrespected, unable to 
lead or gain any 
group support. 


Exceptional leader, 
stimulates cooperation 
and support. 












WORK PLANNING. Ability 


to make most effective use of personnel and materials. 





Usually systematic in 
laying out work. Minimum 
assistance needed. 





Outstanding ability to 
plan, schedule and 
lay out work. 





Needs constant assistance, 
seems unable to plan and 
schedule work. 





Very systematic in planning 
work assignments. 





Needs occasional assistance 
in laying out work. 














effect. 


Example 3 - Rating scale used for some office and field employees of Pacific Gas & 
Electric Company, San Francisco, Calif. Note that the ratings are scrambled-- 
rather than running from low to high or vice versa--in order to avoid a ‘‘halo’’ 
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Form 2044 
MERIT RATING FORM 
JOB NO 
ae JOB TITLE . aide 
1. (a) 
Has excellent knowledge of every part of job 
[] Has excellent knowledge of most parts of job, but lacks satisfactory knowledge on some parts 
JOB 
KNOWLEDGE Has satisfactory knowledge of all parts of job 
(Chisel ame Has satisfactory knowledge of most parts of job 
in each group) Has excellent knowledge of most parts of job and satisfactory knowledge of other parts 
(a) & (b) Lacks satisfactory knowledge of most parts of job 
Taking part (a) into account, what would you say in an overall way about the employee's job knowledge? 
‘ ' 50% excellent 75% satisfactory 
100% excellent 100% satisfactory 50° satisfactory 25% insufficient 
’ 50% excellent, 40% satisfactory, 10° insufficient Ce excellent, _% satisfactory, _% insufficient 
What chance do you believe the employee How much experience has employee had in this 
has to improve the above rating?. job, approximately? 
Time on present job — ~Years —____Months 
ABILITY 1 | f | 
probably as far as will go. EXPERIENCE Do you believe that the employee's experience 
(Check one) . | 
] shows every indication of improving has been sufficient to enable a fair rating on the 
> 
1 some chance of improvement above = 
| O YES NO 
(Add any COMMENTS: 
pertinent ee aarp 2 ‘ 
comments on “ i —— aihuanamecmninmmastetiapintatit 
here) 
2. Oo Oo O Oo Oo 
ATTENDANCE PROMPT REASONABLE UNRELIABLE 
| SELDOM ABSENT ATTENDANCE FREQUENT ASSENCE 
PUNCTUALITY AND PUNCTUALITY AND LATENESS 
Se ee =< tap 
3. O C) O C) O 
| 
JOB | INDIFFERENT CARRIES EAGER TO DO 
| ON WORK AS MORE THAN 
ATTITUDE | REQUIRED EXPECTED 
4 O O 0 0 ) 
QUALITY | NOT SATISFACTORY OUTSTANDING 
OF SATISFACTORY 
WORK | 
a = . a ii $$ 
5. O 0 O O CJ 
QUANTITY | MORE THAN SATISFACTORY SERIOUSLY 
OF EXPECTED DEFICIENT 
WORK 
6 S.. oO Oo oO Oo 
GOES OUT USUALLY UNWILLING 
COOPERATION | OF WAY TO WORKS WELL TO COOPERATE 
5 BE HELPFUL WITH OTHERS ANTAGONISTIC 
7. | oO Oo Oo oO Oo 
WAITS TO BE TCLD AVERAGE SELF-STARTER 
INITIATIVE | NOT A WILLING TO TAKE 
SELF-STARTER RESPONSIBILITY 
8. Oj O O O O 
MAKES SOUND JUDGMENT SERIOUSLY 
JUDGMENT UDGMENT DEPENDABLE IN LACKING 
BASED ON FACTS ROUTINE MATTERS JUDGMENT 
9. O O O O a) 
FREQUENT FOLLOW-UP ONLY COMPLETELY 
DEPENDABILITY FOLLOW-UP OCCASIONALLY DEPENDABLE 
REQUIRED REQUIRED 
RATED BY DATE APPROVALS BY DATE 











Example 4- Rating scale covering office and plant employees at a larger eastern firm. 
As in the previous example, ratings are scrambled to avoid the halo effect. 
An attempt is made to pinpoint the employee’s job knowledge on a percentage 


basis. 
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SALES SUPPORTING EMPLOYEES 


When rating, tsolate each factor and consider that factor only. Do not judge by rare occurences whether favorable or unfavorable. 


DATE OF 
BIRTH 


NAME # 


RICH’S MERIT RATING 


DATE 
EMPLY’D. 











QUANTITY OF WORK 

Does he produce his share of work? 

Does he do more work than the average for Dept.? 
Does he accomplish his job quickly? 

Is he capable of doing more work than he now does? 





QUALITY OF WORK 

Is his work accurate? 

Is his work neat and orderly? 

Is his work erratic — sometimes good, sometimes mediocre? 





CUSTOMER CONSCIOUSNESS 

Whether or not directly in contact with customers, does 
he see his job in relation to customer satisfaction? 

Does he believe in and uphold Rich’s policy that the 
customer.is always right? 

Would you describe him as always being customer conscious? 





INTEREST AND COOPERATION 

Would you describe him as hard working? 

Is he interested in his job? 

Does he ‘‘Do his best,’’ whatever the job? 

Does he get along well with superiors? 
with associates? 





DEPENDABILITY 

Is his attendance regular? 

Is he punctual? 

Does he require close supervision? 
Does he do what he says he will do? 





INITIATIVE 

Can he do a job without being told every detail? 
Is he self-reliant? 

Is he willing to assume initiative? 

Does he find new ways to do old things? 


HEALTH 
Does he have a lot of energy? 
Does his health interfere with his work? 
Any physical handicaps? 

If so, explain 





STRONGEST QUALIFICATIONS: 















































5[¢ [© 
AiGt 6 
TIT? 
l2ic 
— MOST NOTICEABLE WEAKNESS: 
G% IS € 
wen £ OD 












































OTHER COMMENTS: 














~ 








Clo|4 























APPEARANCE 
Does he present a neat appearance? 
Is his dress suitable for the job? 


DATE RATING MADE RATING MADE BY 





DATE OF INTERVIEW EMPLOYEE'S SIGNATURE 





Example 5 - Weighted rating scale used at Rich’s, Inc., Atlanta, Ga., which assigns specific 
point values for each of 27 subfactors grouped under eight main headings. This 











tf 


a 

















TOTAL SCORE 





PREVIOUS SCORE 





RANK ORDER 











form, which applies only to sales- supporting employees, leaves room for 


comments on strengths, weaknesses, and other aspects of job performance. Note 
that space is left for employees to sign the rating. 
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ployees. 


the service manager. Some of the 
pervisors, while the remaining factors are 


y Rich’s, Inc., in appraising sales em 


h the buyer and 


actors are rated by both of these su 
different to accommodate different aspects of supervision. 


Ratings are to be made by bot 


Example 6 - A weighted rating scale used b 
f 
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MERIT RATING SCALE — OFFICE EMPLOYEES 4 
k 
Kame Job Rated By 
Department Rating Of Job m 
Point 
FACTOR SCALE Rating 
1. QUANTITY OF WORK m4 ie 3 a g 
ra re nN _ ~ : 
To what degree does the employee a c D > 
produce the volume of work or results which | — | | ee 
can reasonably be expected of an incumbent | q | : T ' 7 7-4 4 
in this job? 
2. QUALITY OF WORK g ws © = R 
wy av N _ _ 
"How good" is the work produced? a 3 C D & 
Consider quality, accuracy, neatness and l | | I ' 
adherence to standards. These considerations + T —+ T ~ T + 1 
apply to material, plans, ideas, or whatever 
results the job is designed to produce. 
o o {=} i=) Co 
3. KNOWLEDGE OF THE JOB iS) o ” “a a 
To what degree does the employee possess = i ' 1 . | 
the experience, training and education’ oon i—} 4 t +—— 
required to perform the job? 
4, DEPENDABILITY 
' fe) ° ° 
S & ee) ft We) 
To what degree does the employee possess ar § a c D "1 
the ability to carry through assignments to n | 
completion without undue supervision? Include os 4 t + } + | 
consideration of loafing, tardiness and 
unwarranted absenteeism. 
[o) fo) [2) oO 7] 
5. COOPERATION (oe) Oo @ = so 
A B c D z 
How well does the employee work with |. , | ’ | 1 | f 
other employees, follow instructions and i aa | — = ame 
cooperate with his supervisor? 
oO oO oO oO 
6. INITIATIVE ro) oO . B ~~ 0 
A B c D z 
To what degree is the employee a a | | rl | 
"self-starter", an originator of new and = + i t i +-——| 
improved ideas, plans or methods? 
7. ORGANIZATION g 3 3 a ~ 
B 
How well does the employee plan his 4 a ' r : 
work to develop the greatest use from time and f —J : | + t +— 
effort? 
Ww oO Ww [o) 
8. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS g 2 = po aA 
To what degree does the exployee's A B c D y 
appearance, personality, poise, habits, | | ae 2 j 
conduct and character meet the requirements inc :lCU™ . U ina’ fi } 
of the job? 
TOTAL POINTS 
TAL POINTS AVAILABLE FOR FACTORS EVALUATED 1000 
MERIT RATING 








Example 7 - Weighted rating scale used for office employees at Crompton & Knowles Corp., 
Worcester, Mass. 





ee Pe PINOLE LEST TESTE 
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EXAMPLES OF MERIT-RATING FORMS 








REMARKS 


Write in these spaces the reason for the rating given on each 
factor and suggestions for improvement on low-rated factors. 





1. 


QUANTITY OF WORK 





2. 


QUALITY OF WORK 





3. 


KNOWLEDGE OF THE JOB 





LEADERSHIP 





5. 


COOPERATION 





INITIATIVE 





Te 


ORGANIZATION OF WORK 








PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 








Example 7 - Reverse of Crompton & Knowles form shown on preceding page, allowing room 


for supervisors to explain the ratings and suggest improvements. 
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MERCK & CO., Inc. 
G-.1118.0 REV. 456 
TSSUE DATE RETURN DATE CONFIDENTIAL 
PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT APPRAISAL FORM 
Hourly Employees 
EMPLOYEE'S NAME BIRTH DATE EMPL. DATE POSITION GRADE 
DEPARTMENT wae PLANT 














P 
Place one checkmark in the rating coluan each the tors listed below. fhen lain rat in detail. 


RATING i 
COLUMN 


ABOVE 
AVERAGE 


(HIGH) 


AVERAGE 


(Low) 


L | 
CL) tenate 
UL 
LJ 


ABOVE 
AVERAGE 


(HIGH) 


AVERAGE 
(Low) 
BELOW 
AVERAGE 
Experience 


ABOVE 
AVERAGE 


(HIGH) 


AVERAGE 
(Low) 


BELOW 
AVERAGE 


ABOVE 
AVERAGE 


(HIGH) 


AVERAGE 
(Low) 


BELOW 
AVERAGE 





Example 8 - Combined rating scale and discussion-type repurt 1orm used by Merck & 
Company, Rahway, N. J. 
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21 
PART 2 MAKE YOUR GENERAL RATING 
| Place one checkmark in the rating column. Then explain your overall rating in detail. 
| 
[| AROVE 
i __JAVERAGE 
: (HIGH) “= 








' AVERAGE 
a 
(Low) 
[ ] BELOW 
} AVERAGE 


PART 3 INTERVIEW THE EMPLOYEE AND RECORD BELOW. 


WHAT DID YOU TELL HIM YOU WOULD DO TO HELP HIM IMPROVE HIS PERFORMANCE ON THE 


_ 

















Joe? 











WHAT DIO THE EMPLOYEE SAY HE WOULD DO TO IMPROVE HIS OWN PERFORMANCE ON THE J08? 

















WHAT OTHER IiAPORTANT COMMENTS, 





SUGGESTIONS OR QUESTIONS WERE BROUGHT UP BY YOU OR THE EMPLOYEE? 











INTERVIEWED BY (SUPERVISOR) DATE 


PART 4 DEVELOPMENT POSSIBILITIES 
TRANSFER POSSIBILITIES 











TRAINING POSSIBILITIES 


[_]r0 SIMILAR WORK [ro DIFFERENT WORK [Jon THE JOB 
[_]r0 HIGHER GRADE 3 TO SUPERVISORY [_ ] OTHER [__Joursive COURSE 


COMMENT ON THOSE YOU CHECKED 





[merck GROUP COURSES 


[ _Jotner 








COMMENT ON THOSE YOU CHECKED 

















PART 5 DISCUSS THE DEVELOPMENT OF THIS EMPLOYEE WITH YOUR DEPARTMENT HEAD AND GET HIS COMMENTS 











APPROVAL (DEPT. HEAD) 





DATE 














Example 8 - Reverse of Merck rating form on preceding page. Note that the rater is asked to 
describe his post-rating interview with the employee. 
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Example 9 


McCULLOCH MOTORS CORP. —=—S—S HOURLY PERFORMANCE REVIEW No. 00766 


. 3 hi Sontcamieall | 


NAME CLOCK NO. HIRE DATE LAST MERIT DATE REVIEW DATE 








Attendance Record: 









































REPORTED ABSENCE TARDY DEPARTURE VACATION LEAVE INDUSTRIAL INJURY 

FOR SUPERVISORS } Eligible for Automatic Increase CT _ Merit Increase CJ —— No Change i 
AMOUNT AMOUNT 

Change of status recommendations or general remarks: i 
GENERAL FOREMAN 7 cin SUPT -~ suP'T DIV. HEAD 
FOR {INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS - * Auto Merit 
USE ON a Promotion C] Demotion C] Reclassification CT] Merit teacane C] No Change C] 
Change 7 Status we ee _To Change of Status ____ From ban hay 
Department 7 4 be ae wee | = Shift — neil 0 ES Se 
Classification ’ | a , : I} Rate | 1 eS a 
REMARKS - INDUSTRIAL REL. APPROVAL 











SEE It INSTRUCTIONS “BELOW _ 





KNOWLEDGE & SKILL: Consider how tely the loyee meets the requirements of his classification as ified in the job description. Experience, learning, judge- 
ment and physical ae 














Does not meet minimum = ‘2 Far below minimum Far exceeds all require- Meets minimum 
requirements of job Exceeds requirements of requirement of job ments of his job requirements of 
description his job classification classification classification classification 
Supervisor's Employee's 

Comments Comments 





ACCURACY OF WORK: Consider how work meets requirements of quality, thoroughness and/or other applicable specifications. 


Meets minimum requirements Conary exceeds [| Frequently exceeds Consistently below 
requirements requirements requirements 


Supervisor's 
Comments 





Frequently below [| 
requirements 
Employee's 


Comments 


QUANTITY OF WORK: Consider ‘amount of work done within a given time “and how it compares with expected results. 


Frequently exceeds require- Frequently below [| Consistently below Meets minimum 
ments requirements requirements requirements 


Supervisor's Employee's 


Consistently exceeds [| 
requirements 
Comments ‘ Comments —~ = 
CARE OF MACHINES, TOOLS, MATERIALS. & SUPPLIES: Consider care » and attention required of the classification, mishaps that may have occured, loss incurred, repair, 
or 
Employee's 


r loss of production. 
Careless and indifferent. Exercises exceptionally Sometimes careless. Care and attention 
Definite improvement Care & attention exercised. high degree of care Mishaps that have exercised. Exceeds 
i requirements 
Comments 
SAFETY & GOOD ‘HOUSEKEEPING: Consider ‘the employee's safety record and willingness to cooperate in carrying “out company safety policies and good ‘housekeeping 


necessary Meets requirements and attention occurred are avoidable 

Needs to be cautioned re ti rules & Needs to be reminded oc Exercises great care. Quick Careless of his own and 
regularly on safety and regulations. Keeps casionally of safety & good to sense possible hazards & others safety. 
orderliness of work place work place in good order housekeeping practices Takes chances 


make corrective suggestions 





nlole 








LJ 


Supervisor's 
Comments 








7 


Supervisor's 
Comments 


Employee's 
Comments 


RELATIONS WITH OTHERS: Consider the loyee's ti ones. How does it measure up to th 











quirement of his classification? 


: Gives and gets Meets requirements. 
Very cooperative. Frequently _ exceptionally fine Does not work Generally works well 
Exceeds requirements non-cooperative cooperation well with others i 


with fellow employees 








Supervisor's 








Employee's 
Comments — ee c Comments — , a — 
DEPENDABILITY: Consider employee's reliability in relation to ) carrying out instructions, his lication and jenti 
Needs occasional follow-up. Undependable. Needs Can't be sure of him. Dependable Follows instructions. 
Steady worker but could constant direction. Needs frequent super Industrious & Rarely requires follow-up 
show more industry Will not apply self vision & follow-up Conscientious once instruction given 
Supervisor's Employee's 
Comments Comments 





ATTENDANCE & PUNCTUALITY: 3 Days absent or yt tardy during 12 week ‘period considered normal. eis aa ann 


Perfect attendance record. [| Less than normal. ' [| Excessive absence-tardi- [| More than normal 
Normal absence-tardy record No absence or tardiness | or 2 absence or tardiness ness record (5 or more) i 


(4 absence or tardiness) 











Supervisor's Employee's 

Comments lei Comments __ — aeareste i 
| | 

Rated By: | lL 











This review was shown to and discussed with me on and my reaction was (check one) 
Under Rated C) No Comment CT) Fairly Rated ‘af ‘Highly ceeithie Ol. Realeonal s Signature innit 
INSTRUCTIONS: |. The members of supervision closest to the employee (at least two) should grade the review. The decision must be arrived at mutually. 


One supervisor may grade alone if he is the only supervisor. 2. Grade only on performance since last review. 3. Grade each employee in comparison to the 
requirements of the classification. 4. Written comments are required to show progress, strong points 


: PERSONNEL RECORDS 
McM M1-130 RS UARCO INC. - OAKLAND 77604 














is provided for employee’s reaction to his performance review. Reverse is 
blank, 


Form used by McCulloch Motors Corporation, Los Angeles, Calif., in appraising 
hourly employees. Ratings are scrambled to avoid halo effect. Note that space 


SET 
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EMP-1470-99289 


ALABAMA POWER COMPANY 
EMPLOYEE'S ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT 





INSTRUCTIONS FOR MAKING OUT THIS REPORT: 
RATE THIS EMPLOYEE ON THE BASIS OF THE ACTUAL WORK HE IS NOW DOING. EACH QUALITY OR DEFINITION CONTAINS FIVE DEGREES SET OUT 
BELOW EACH DEFINITION. THE BRACKETS ABOVE THE DEGREES ARE DESIGNATED TO CONTAIN THE RATING OF THE IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
4ND THE BRACKETS BELOW THE DEGREES ARE TO BE USED BY THE GENERAL SUPERVISOR. IN THE BRACKETS DESIGNATED FOR YOUR 


RATING. PLACE A CHECK (V) IN THE BRACKET WHICH BEST SUITS THIS EMPLOYEE. IF A MID-POINT IS DESIRED PLACE A CHECK (V) IN THE 
BRACKET BETWEEN THE DEGREES. USE REVERSF SIDE FOR ANY COMMENT 





NAME OF EMPLOYEE OCCUPATION DATE EMPLOYED DIVISION 














1. CONSIDER THE EASE WITH WHICH HE !S ABLE TO LEARN: HIS ABILITY TO FCLLOW DIRECTIONS. 


(1 88 1 Wii 70 1) 66:11 6a 11 6611 £0 11:AF 11 O 
12) 








SUPERIOR LEARNS WITH EASE AVERAGE SLOW TO LEARN ULL | 
{ ] €.2 {] a { ] { ] ‘oo { ] {) } 
2. CONS!IDER HIS ENERGY AND H!S APPLICATION TO THE DUTIES OF HIS JOB. 
(1) @O 61 7711 7H 116711 60 1188 5; 4O (3 AF 7) lO | 
VERY ENERGETIC INDUSTRIOUS LACKS INTEREST NEEDS CONSTANT URGING LAZY | 


{ } {) ss [J Ee {) {} {} tJ } 





3. CONSIDER HIS ATTITUDE OF HELPFULNESS TO OTHERS: HIS INCLINATION TO COOPERATE WITH ASSOCIATES AND SUPERVISORS. 
(1 8O ci Va (1 OF 1171196 1140 ;; eo rims (1) —MHo 
HIGHLY COOPERATIVE COOPERATIVE BELOW AVERAGE DIFFICULT TO HANDLE OBSTRUCTIONIST 
t) t] [) t) t [1 t) t 














4. CONSIDER HIS ABILITY TO GO AHEAD WITH A TASK WITHOUT SE'NG TOLD EVERY DETAIL: HIS ABILITY TO MAKE PRACTICAL 
SUGGESTIONS. | 


i) Zo (1 78 (1 FO 11661) 6& 11:56 1; SB 11 2S 5 


OCCASIONALLY NEEDS CONSTANT 





VERY ORIGINAL RESOURCEFUL SUGGESTS ROUTINE WORKER SUPERVISION 
{ } { ] - { ] { } J {1 ae 
S. CONSIDER THE AMOUNT OF WORK HE ACCOMPLISHES: THE. PROMPTNES WITH WHICH HE COMPLETES IT 
() @O (1 FP (1) PY 11 CPil & 160 :1 46 1:11:48 112% | 
UNUSUALLY HIGH CONSISTENTLY HIGH SATISFACTORY WORKS SLOWLY, UNSATISFACTORY | 
OUTPUT OUTPUT OUTPUT LOW OUTPUT } 


{ J [1] { ] ' 3 ma 2.9 é 3 7 { ] 





6. CONSIDER HIS REACTION TO SAFETY INSTRUCTIONS; IS ery CONSCIOUS? 
(177°) Ze t16 11) 60 (1 @F,) #6 110 1(3—308 
ACTIVE IN SAFETY WORK: WORKS SAFELY: USUALLY DOES THINGS INCLINED TO A HAZARD TO HIMSELF 
MAKES SUGGESTIONS CONSIDERS OTHERS ACCORDING TO PRACTICE TAKE CHANCES AND OTHERS 


ty ' 3 7) {] | : 9 {] {] oJ 





: 2 Go alin . wm .. of WORK PR *y () FO Ct) ors! 1 
SELDOM M MAKES M 
ACCURATE ERRORS CORRECT CARELESS ERRORS 


os : 3 cr4 { 1] {] 3 ie t 7 {} 


7. CONSIDER THE NEATNESS AND ACCURACY OF HIS WORK 22: a (Sar To a IN THESE RESPECTS 
J 





| 

8. CONSIDER AIS C RACTER AND iNTEGRITY O D OFF THE JOB. 
any) Cc) 7P ti PY 11 67 11 60 1) OS 1) BO 11 @ 11 = FO | 
| 











HIGHLY CHARACTER CHARACTER CHARACTER 
CONSCIENTIOUS RESPECTED ACCEPTED CARELESS QUESTIONABLE 
{] 2 _ a a [ J ey {] | 
ee aiibiialail ie aie ——_—_—_|—— ad 
9. CONSIDER HIS PHYSICAL FITNESS AND EFFICIENT PERFORMANCE ON THE JOB 
1 @6@ «(1 we ti Fe tt t a2 (1 46:11 FO 1:18:10 
ViGOROUS, DOES NOT HEALTH GOOD. LOSES OECASIONALLY SUSCEPTIBLE. SICKLY, FATIGUES EASILY. 
FATIGUE EASILY VERY LITTLE TIME INDISPOSED LOSES TIME LOSES CONS!DERABLE TIME 


{] ¢ 3 zz {] {J {J {J {) { ] 





0. CONSIDER HIS SUCCESS IN WINNING CONFIDENCE AND RESPECT THROUGH HIS PERSONALITY AND MANNER. 


(1 9O (177 (1 V@ 01 67 11 60 1:1: 4F:; 36 1:10 (,2R06 
INSPIRING FAVORABLE AVERAGE UNFAVORABLE REPELLENT 
i) t i) {3 [) C1 t) [3 (1) 





11. CONSIDER HIS HABITS OF DRESS AND PHYSICAL APPEARANCE. 


[} @O (198 (1 FO (1 6G 11 ba (1 S@:11 6 ::8@F110 
CARELESS OF 
WELL GROOMED APPEARANCE MEDIOCRE APPEARANCE SLOVENLY 


[1 {1 1 ey t) 4 [1 t) t) 














IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR GENERAL SUPERVISOR IF ANSWER TO 
12. 1S HE LOYAL TO THE COMPANY? yes{ #6@no[ 166 $boves {] NO [ M@MRUESTION 12, 13. 
13. DOES HE FIT IN A UTILITY ORGANIZATION?__________ves [| #6ONo [ we 60466res '3 NO[ ®60 14 OR 15 IS NO. | 
14, IS HE IN THE RIGHT TYPE OF WORK IN THIS ORGANIZATION? YES [ } NO[ } yes[ ] NO[ ] EXPLAIN ON RE-_ | 
15. IS HE CAPABLE OF FURTHER ADVANCEMENT?____ —Yes{ ] Not } yes[ ] nol ] VERSE SIDE } 
DATE_ a RATED BY 








IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 


DATE 19_ = RATED BY 











GENERAL SUPERVISOR 








Example 10 - Weighted rating scale used for office and plant employees by Alabama Power 
Company, Birmingham. The numerical value of the highest rating in each cate- 
gory is 80; the value of the lowest rating varies from zero to minus 40. The 
rating of the immediate supervisor and that of the general supervisor are aver- 
aged to produce the numerical score in each category. Reverse is blank. 
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LEAR, 


EMPLOYEE 


Department 


INCORPORATED e 


Aircraft Service Division @ 





Dote Hired. 





Present Rate _ 


Date of Last Increase 





—__—Amount of Next Step of Range 


INSTRUCTIONS: 


Part of your job as a supervisor is the periodic appraisal of the job performance for employees unde: your suj ervision. 
thorough ratings are necessary to help you and our organization. 


1. Giving the 


“*halo’’ effect. No one is perfect. 





In your ratings be sure to avoid the ‘ 


Otte... 


Job Classification 


JOB PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL FORM 





_Amount of Las 


____ Labor Grade _ 


‘pitfalls of ra 


but when you tend to grade them all satisfactory it may become time to review your judgement. 


2. The tendency to rate on particular incidents rather than the over-all performance. 


3. The tendency to rate on potential ability rather than what was actually done. 
TO EFFECTIVELY RATE EACH INDIVIDUAL BE SURE TO READ THE RATING FORM THOROUGHLY. 


Consider one factor and one degree at a time. 
b) Rate employee on the position 
(c) Free your rating from general impressions and 


e holds. 


the factor being 


t Increase $. 


Objective, 
tings’’ such as: 


There may be one or two employees who will have very good or very poor scores 


(d) Indicate your anes by a check mark in the square 
under the degree o 


fated. 


(e) Return the rating form to the Personnel Director 











personal feelings. promptly. 
FACTOR DEGREE 
EXCEPTIONAL SATISFACTORY SOMEWHAT WEAK UNSATISFACTORY 
QUALITY Exceptionally neat and accur- Occasionally necessary to | Work is sometimes unaccept- | Makes too many errors or re- 


Consider accuracy, neatness, 
thoroughness and dependability 
of results regardless of volume. 


ate. Practically never neces- 
sary to question thoroughness. 


|] High Low] | 


[] High 


check work. Is competent in 
most assignments. 


Low ‘BE High 


able. Makes some errors or 
rejections. 


Low _| 


jections. 
about 


| |High Low| | 


Usually untidy 
work habits. 





QUANTITY 
Consider here the volume of work 
produced under routine, day to 
day conditions. Disregard errors. 


Always turns out more than 
the accepted standard. 


| | High Low] | 


| | High 


Output occasionally above 
demands of the job. Usually 
finishes work on time. 


Low []_] High 


Ourput is occasionally below 
the requirements of the job. 


Wastes some time. 
Low | 


Production is usually below 
the job requirements. Habitu- 
ally wastes time. 

Low] | 


| [High 





ADAPTABILITY 
Consider quickness to learn new 
duties and to adjust to new situ- 
ations encountered on his job. 


Exceptionally fast to learn 
new duties and adjust to 
changed conditions. 


| ]High Low| 


| | High 


Rather quick to absorb new 
material and to adjust to 
changes. 


Low[ |] High 


Somewhat slow to adjust to 
changes. Requires complete 
instructions on methods of 
handling new duties. 

Low! | 


Extremely slow to adjust to 
changes of to learn new 
duties. Becomes confused 


easily. 
Low] | 


|_| High 





KNOWLEDGE 
Consider knowledge of work 
gained through experience, abil- 
ity, skill, general education, or 
special sources of information. 


Master of his job. Under- 
stands and can perform any 
phase of the job and related 
work.. 


| ]High 


Low BF 


Good knowledge, understand- 
ing and skill on the job and 
related work. Requires only 
occasional help. 


| High Low| | ] High 


Below average knowledge, 
understanding and skill on the 
job and related work. 

Low! | 


Inadequate understanding of 





DEPENDABILITY 
Consider the extent to which you 
can count on him to report on 
time, stay on the job, care for 
company property, and carry out 
your instructions. 


Excepiionally reliable. Al- 
ways present and on the job 
when needed. Accepts any 
work willingly and does it 


| High Properly. Low] | 


| | High 


Usually present and on the 
job when needed. Can be 
given standard jobs and some 
special jobs with confidence. 


Low ee High 


Sometimes absent or away 
from workplace. Can be given 
standard job with some doubt 
about acceptance and per- 


f . 
ormance seal 


job. Requires constant 
assistance. 

| | High Low 
Frequently absent. Work per- 
formance limited. Too un- 


teliable to retain on job with- 
out improvement. 
Low] | 


| [High 





ATTITUDE 
Consider his state of mind, be- 
haviour or conduct regarding the 


total work situation. Interest, 
enthusiasm, cooperation given 
others. 


Always pleasant - even 
tempered - Extraordinary de- 
gree of interest and enthu- 


siasm shown. 
Low| | 


|] High 


| ]High 


Usually pleasant and willing 
to cooperate. High degree of 
interest and enthusiasm. 


Low BE High 


Sometimes displays moods or 
actions which affect work of 
self or others. Not too much 


interest in job. 
Low! | 


Frequently displays moods or 
actions causing dissention. 
Complains, finds fault. 


| | High Low TU 





IF EMPLOYEE BEING RATED|HAS ANY SUPERVISION RESPO 


NSIBILITY THEN RATE THE FOLLOWING FACTORS: 





KNOWLEDGE 
Consider knowledge of responsi- 
bilities as a supervisor. 


Has unusually thorough know- 
ledge of company policy and 
supervisory responsibilities. 


| | High Low! | 


| | High 


Is well informed. Has good 
supervisory experience. 


Low] | ] High 


Has essential basic know 
ledge. Needs more experi- 


ence. 
Low Bi 


Needs knowledge and further 
experience. 


| High Low ie 





ABILITY 
Consider ability to analyze 
subordinates - fairness, accuracy. 


Evaluation of personnel ex- 
ceptionally accurate. Recom- 
mendations outstandingly 


soun: 
rT High Low! | 





| ] High 





Ability good. Recommenda- 
tions above average. 


Low ‘ae Hi gh 


Fair ability. Avoids serious 





Poor ability to analyze per- 
sonnel. 








etrors. 
Low 


|] High Low | | 





REMARKS: 








In an overall rating how would you rate this employee? Exceptional {] 


Do you recommend this employee for an increase? Yes———_No —____ 


Signed by. 


Highly Satisfactory [ ] 


(Rater) 





If appraisal has been reviewed with employee have employee siga here 


For Personnel Use Only 


Satisfactory [ ] Somewhat Weak [ ] Unsatisfactory [ ] 


ee 





Approved by 








Score__ 


| Rec d 


ions 





Department a 


Date 





Personnel Director 


Approved by 





—— {Gen'l. Manager) Date 














Example 11 - Appraisal form used by Lear, Inc., Aircraft Service Division, Santa Monica, 
Calif., for office and plant employees. Reverse is blank. 
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EMPLOYEE’ S PERFORMANCE RATING - CONFIDENTIAL 
This Rating Covers Period — 
Name of Employee P. 8. te Department sendeine 
Present Classification ss iene I catia 








This form is designed to help you appraise the value of the above employee. Rate the employee on the basis 
of his present status. Consider one characteristic at a time and donot let one influence the rating of another. 
Under each characteristic are five descriptive degrees. Rate the employee by checking the degree you think 
best describes the employee. In completing the rating form, recognize the importance of being fair to the 


employee, to the Company, and to yourself. Use the Performance Rating Manual to guide you. 





ATTITUDE TOWARD WORK - 





STEADY WORKER- 
OCCASIONALLY 
LACKS INTEREST 


INTERESTED IN 


MOST ASPECTS 
OF WORK 


INDIFFERENT-~ 


NOT 
INTERESTED | 


SOMETIMES 


MAKES SUGGES- 


APPEARS TIONS + ALERT 
INOLFFERENT ABOUT WORK | 





PERFORMANCE OF WORK - 





PERFORMS WELL 
AT PRESENT 
JoB 


NOT 
ENTIRELY 
SATISFACTORY 


4 


EXCEPTIONALLY 


GOOD PER- 
FORMANCE 


BELOW MINIMUM 


MENTS 


MODERATELY 


JOB REQUIRE- [_] SATISFACTORY- 


IMPROVING 





KNOWLEDGE OF WORK - 





SATISFACTORY 
FOR LIMITED 
EXPERIENCE 


THOROUGH 


IN ALL 
{ PHASES 


= 


GENERALLY 


KNOWS WHAT 
TO DO | 


KNOWLEDGE OF 


KNOWS MOST 


WORK UNSATIS- PHASES WELL- 
FACTORY PROGRESSING 





ATTITUDE TOWARD SUPERIORS - 





SOMETIMES 
OISREGARDS 
INSTRUCTIONS 


ALWAYS CON- 
GENITAL AND 
COOPERATIVE 


qd 


AGREE ABLE- 
AimMS TO 
PLEASE 


UNCOOPERATIVE- WILLINGLY ACCEPTS 
SOMETIMES ORDERS AND 


GRUMBLES 


SUGGESTIONS f 





ATTITUDE TOWARD FELLOW WORKERS - 





FRIENDLY AND 
TACTFUL AT 
ALL TIMES 


AGREEABLE 


MOST OF 
THE TIME 


- 


TROUBLESOME - 


UPSETS MORALE 
OF OTHERS 


CONSIDERED 


SOMETIMES 


“GOOD FELLOW’ _ DIFFICULT 














CONCLUSIONS 


BY ALL TO WORK WITH 
ADAPTABILITY - 
MEETS LACKS ABILITY GENERALLY UNDER- READILY SLOW TO GRASP 
NEW WORK IN GRASPING NEW STANDS NEW PROB- MASTERS NEW AND LEARN 
EASILY f S1TUATIONS | LEMS AND WORK | PHASES OF WORK | NEW WORK | 
JUDGMENT - 
SOUND SOMETIMES ACTS USUALLY ASSEMBLES | OVERLOOKS FACTS- ANALYZES AND JUDGES 
JUDGMENT AT WITHOUT WEIGH- FACTS AND JUDGES JuMPS TO CORRECTLY MOST 
ALL TIMES { ING FACTS ACCORDINGLY OF THE TIME 





CAPACITY TO DEVELOP - 








MAKE GOOD MAN 
WITH FURTHER 
EXPERIENCE 


LIMITED ADVANCE 
ABOVE PRESENT 
LEVEL 





SUPERIOR 
CAPACITY- 








SHOULD GO FAR 


AVERAGE PRO- 








GRESS IN PRESENT NoT 
POSITION | PROMISING 





ORGANIZE AND PLAN - 





PLANS BUT 
NOT ALWAYS 


LACKS ABILITY 


PLANS AND ORGAN- 




















APPROACHES WORK CONSIDERS AND 
TO ORGANIZE 1ZES EFFECTIVELY ROUTINELY-LITTLE PLANS EACH 
EFFECTIVELY | AND PLAN WHEN REQUIRED | PLANNING SHOWN STEP FULLY 





1. What opportunity have you had to observe the work of this employee during this rating period? 


Almost daily On several occasions Few times 


2. Should he be rated by another supervisor? If so, whom do you suggest? 





3. Now, answer the questions on the back. 





BT.144 rev, 1/54 


Example 12 - Form used by larger southwestern firm in appraising hourly personnel. Ratings 
are scrambled to avoid halo effect. Reverse (not shown here) has space for 
comments and recommendations and for notations as to follow-up interview. 





MERIT-RATING OF RANK-AND-FILE EMPLOYEES 








ESSICK MANUFACTURING COMPANY 
Los Angeles, Calif., Little Rock, ark., Elizabeth, N.J. 


EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE REVIEW 


NAME BADGE NON. DATE OF HIRE 








CLASSIFICATION 





To Supervisor: Write a short statement indicating Employee's progress in those 
of the following factors on which he can be rated at this stage of employment. 
Miscuss with the employee your review of his performance. In the intersst of two 
way communication, encourage comments on his part about this review and items on 
reverse side, 


QUALITY (Consider established standards of quality expected on this job). 








QUANTITY (Volume of acceptable work regularly produced). 











TEFENDABILITY (Report on time. Stay on job. Protect Company property. Carry out 
instructions). 








JOB ATTITUDE (Interest - Fnthusiasm - Cooperation. ) 








JOB KNOWLEDGE (Understanding of all types of work he must perform). 











JUDGMENT (Ability to decide correct course of action when confronted with choice), 








DISCUSSED WITH EMPLOYEE 





REVIEWED BY 





Signature 
Form 54 


Example 13 - Discussion-type rating form applied to office and plant employees at Essick 


Manufacturing Company, Los Angeles, Calif. On the reverse side (not shown 
here) are suggested questions to be asked the employee in order to ascertain 
his morale, interests, and attitude toward the company. 
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MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT 








First Name Last Name 








Title Date 





Location Service Date Time on Present Job 


Performance 


ee C 1a What results he is responsible for: 
= OnSiGer How well he accomplishes them: 











Acts: Consider how he acts in accomplishing these results 











Knowledge 


—_——_———— 


Consider what he knows measured against what he should know to 
do his job 











Skills 


Consider skills as practiced abilities -- including judgment, 


sensitivity, intuitive capacity, habit patterns required to do 
his job 











Example 14 - ‘‘Management development’’ form used for office and plant employees at 
New York Telephone Company, Albany, N.Y. The form is a discussion-type 
report; the second page of the form is shown on the next page. 
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as 


Attitudes 


Consider the point of view, personal philosophy, reactions to 
people and situations that he needs to do his job 











Other Personal Characteristics 

















Most Noticeable Strong Points 











Greatest Need for Development 














Recommendations for Development 




















2-8-55 


Example 14- Second page of New York Telephone Company’s rating form shown on the 
preceding page. 
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| DEPT | CLOCK NO Ont 


odie 









































EMPLOYEE APPRAISAL 














te i 







































































es 











EMPLOYEE NAME DO NOT FOLD OR MUTILATE 
s j¢ js ff Pf 7 an . ‘ — 
' HIGH | _| Low ——— |. HOW SATISFACTORY IS HIS SKILL APPRAISAL 
“ 
| ’ 
2 VERY FAST VERY SLOW ————— 2. HOW SATISFACTORY 1S HIS SPEED ? ' nE 4) 5/6} 7) 8)9)10 
0/0)0/0/0)0)0 00000000 
3. SATISFACTORY UNSATISFACTORY —— 3. HOW |S HIS VERSATILITY ? ! 70) 71/72/73 74 75 16 77 78 79 0 
tjjaiaain iy Wiisis1it: 
4. EXCELLENT POOR ———————— 4. HOW IS HIS RELIABILITY ? | & 
Perret ee 
5. HIGH Low —— ——— 5. HOW IS HIS ORGANIZING ABILITY ? | = 
Nii) Sanka = 
6 NONE EXCESSIVE ——-——— 6. HOW MANY MISTAKES DOES HE MAKE ? g 
4)4)4)4)4)4)4)4)4)40 44444044 S 
7 VERY WELL POORLY ——————— 7, HOW _ WELL DOES HE CONFORM ? $s 
| ' 5)5)5)5/5/5}5/5)5/5)55555555 ¢ 
8 EXCELLENT POOR ————————— 8. HOW GOOD PROMOTIONAL MATERIAL IS HE ? | 2 
| 6/6/6/6/6)6 6/6666 6666666 - 
9 ALWAYS | NEVER ————————— 9. HOW WELL DOES HE OBSERVE SAFETY RULES tala 1 | 1s 
TjTIT|TT|NT TTT T7777 77 
| 10. very quick| | | very sLow———— 10 HOW ALERT IS HE ? || | | | 
CaPRER , 8'8/8)8'8'8/8\8\8/8'8 8888888 
PUT CHECK MARK IN ONE OF THE FIVE P| | 
SQUARES BETWEEN TWO EXTREMES APPRAISED BY ______ — lelelelaial } 
kiyie a — FORM NO 93P5™@ 2-56 {9|9/9 eee 2299998 
12.39.45 6 7 BM 011 12 13 14 15/16 17/18 19 20 2) 25) easiecialalaniaa x mn Me 
EMPLOYEE NAME |pertl crock wo o| muaso96e | APPRAISAL 








Example 15 - Rating scale form used for office and plant employees at a larger eastern 
firm. The form is designed for machine tabulation in order to facilitate 


ranking of employees on an over-all basis. 


| 


| L111) 1 


ee oe ee | 























ROHR AIRCRAFT JOB PERFORMANCE RATING SUPERVISORY ABILITY RATING 
CORPORATION 
pee "San cene? Ga : + INDICATE YOUR OPINION OF THIS 
=e: PERSON AS A CANDIDATE FOR A 
EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE TO BE IN: GROUP LEADER OR SUPERVISORY 
RATING ® POSITION NOW.OR IN THE NEAR 
1) O THe uPPeR 10% FUTURE: 
(HOURLY-PAID EMPLOYEES 2) OJ THE NExT 20% 
WITH EXCEPTION OF 4 
LEADMEN AND GROUP 3) THE MIDOLE 40% 1) (J) Wouto BE AMONG THE FIRST 
TO BE CONSIDERED 
LEADERS) 4) () THE NEXT LOweR 20% 
Ss) Ch ome vosen 10% 2) OO ts NoT IN THE FIRST GROUP, 
BUT SHOULD BE CONS! DERED 
DO NOT FOLD OR CREASE 
THIS CARD RATED BY DATE | 3) (J Woutd NOT BE REGARDED AS A 
| CANDIDATE AT THE PRESENT 
TIME OR IN THE NEAR FUTURE. 
ROHR 12-43 REVIEWED BY DaTE 
} 





me oo! 


Example 16 - Rating form used in a pilot study covering hourly-paid employees at Rohr 
Aircraft Corporation, Chula Vista, Calif. The form calls for a forced 
distribution of employees in two areas, job performance and supervisory 
ability; it is intended for machine tabulation. The reverse side allows for 
checking off weak and strong points. 
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PREVIOUS PERSONNEL POLICIES FORUM SURVEYS 





Manpower Planning for the Emergency, March, 1951 

Status of First-Line Supervisors (Compensation, Authority, and Benefits 
for Foremen), April, 1951 

Is Management Listening? May, 1951 

Plant Labor-Management Committees, June, 1951 

Recruiting College Graduates, July, 1951 

Employees’ Financial Problems, August, 1951 

Christmas and Year-End Personnel Problems, October, 1951 

Foreman Training, January, 1952 

The Personnel Executive (His Title, Functions, Staff, Salary and Status), 
February, 1952 

White-Collar Office Workers (Their Working Conditions, Benefits and 
Status), April, 1952 

Executive Development, May, 1952 

Building Employee Morale, July, 1952 

Choosing Better Foremen, August, 1952 

Supervisory Merit- Rating, September, 1952 

Communieations to Employees, November, 1952 

Fringe Benefits for Supervisors, January, 1953 

The Personnel-Industrial Relations Function, March, 1953 

Community Relations, August, 1953 

Personnel Testing, September, 1953 

The Older Worker, October, 1953 

Administration of Pension Plans, November, 1953 

Earnings of First-Line Supervisors, January, 1954 

Evaluating a Personnel-Industrial Relations Program, February, 1954 

Employment Stabilization, April, 1954 

Administration of Health and Welfare Plans, July, 1954 

Control of Absenteeism, September, 1954 

Computing Absenteeism Rates, October, 1954 

Wage-Salary Administration, November, 1954 

Company Safety Programs, February, 1955 

Unemployment Compensation Problems, May, 1955 

Supervisory Development: Part 1, July, 1955 

Supervisory Development: Part 2, September, 1955 

Automation, November, 1955 

Nonsupervisory Office Employees, December, 1955 

Downward Communications, February, 1956 

Military Leave Policies, May, 1956 

The Executive, July, 1956 

Medical Services for Employees, August, 1956 

Professional Employees, October, 1956 

Job Evaluation, December, 1956 


* Out of Print 














ie, 


